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ABSTRACT o
This presenta+ion discusses research ¢n the effects
- of adult- and self-instruction on -the performance.of a picture
grouping task by black children in primary and elementary school.
Kindergarten children and first-, -fifth- and sixth-grade students *
vere shown pictures that could be divided into four sets. Within each
set the pictures were similar in color, depicted acticn, and category -
label. Adult~instructed children were shown the pictures one at a
tipe. The adult named the pictures and the child repeated the nane,
Pictures were placed in rcwed arrays containing common set attrlbutes .
and- the adults explained how itéms ih the set were sirilar. , S 3
Self-instructed children were told to "pretend to be .a toy store \ :
.. nanager" and "put.things together that are mlike...." Children then
"studled the groups they had fcrmed. After the pictures were removed
each-child wa&s given three retrieval cue tests asking for recall-of
. items by ‘color, action &nd category label. Results indicate that
" young children who were instructed by an adult did as well as
-adult-instructed older children, but -yeung childreh left to devise-
thelir own strategy did less we)l than older_children who devised a oo
strategy. Adul*-instrudted first qraders Temenbered more than - \ e

self instracted first graders.did. {Auther/?ﬂ} . ‘ R iﬂ:d
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- as sélf—concePt (e.g. Soares & ?oares, 1969), and self-controi (e:g.

Ihstruction: One Key' tq Successful Performance : L

There are many factors thai have been identified as influencing
the SuCCeSS of child}én io\sohool *Inside-the-person factors often
~ s .

oltéﬂ’%o aooount for the performance of Black ohlldren ‘have been suoh

- Katz, 1967‘ Indeed even‘the chlld's language, xf the Chlld is frpm : A

\the poor

\assooiated\with the performance of Black\children, an addiﬁion&l e7-

‘among us is suspeot by many educators and.psyohologists (Cazden,

1970; Harber & ‘Bryen, 1976). Outs:Lde-the-person :E‘actors have 1noluded\ 7

such as racial bias of materials (e.g. Banks, 1970), and teacher atti- .

’tudés &nﬁ.ex@eot&tioné (Washingbon, 1979). Although not specifically
\ \ : i ~

ternal effect on performaneé is class éizé.\ Recent ev1denoe points to

the value of smaller olasses for the child' s learning (Cohen & Fllby,,

-

\ 19793. This evidence is important since some of\it\was collgcteﬁ in 3

» N N e ’ N

‘ . e \\ . . \ : \ )
day care classrooms and day care services a sizable number of Black = = - [f

-

*cﬁildren. !

\process.\ Withoux a doubt no 31ngle factor or a partlcdlar set of fac-

L B N .

»

The large numbey of influences that have been found to affeot the

Black child*s success simply testlfles to learning being a very complex\ ' E

tors can account for the chilq’s school” performance. Even 50, those

sot of fncior" moro clasely m*,ociwtcd with whnt hoppcno in the clnss-
. A

room,ithe butside-the—pcrson events, offers . promise than the child 8

N . ' \ .
internal characferist1cs (e g. Banks, McQuater, & Hubbard, 1978; Weinberg,
> . . \
1977, Zirkel 1971) I will present some -findings about one such
- \ »
. \ : P
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external factor--that of instruction. .Although instruction only has \1, 2
~ been selected keep in mind the caution against perceiving it as an

A ]

all-pcwérful influence, 1ndependent of other 1nfLuences. Selection\
} \ - of 1nstruction 81mp1y reflects my own pias that we need to examime

the ostensible function of the school—-teachlng children. Cl&ayly
< ‘ . .
the quality of instruction should not be overlocked for as every re-,
. ¢ i ¢ « ,. N
searcher here‘knows, to identify, fbr example\self-éoncept, self-control,

1

" ~ or motivation as cau31ng differences in the amount learned. asanmgg‘Phe ) o
. \3 - - . N o "\ -
ccnditlon of" equlxalent 1nstruct10n. e :
- i .
Instruptlon may be defined ns teacher behavior de51gned to make o .

‘eip11c1t the relation bepween what the child a%ready knows and the
informati;on to .be learned or retained (Wittrock, ;é?‘g). . Childrep

-know many ways anq%have mgch\information that\can aid their learning
\but théy do not necessarily use the info?mation\of‘wéys épcntaneo@sly. i

.  Instruction, then,\is for the purpose of‘activ&tiqg the relevant in—

~format10n and skills available to the éhlld Instruction may occur . .

\thrcu descr1ptlon, 1mag1nation, demonstratlon, and so on.

«

Several : \-s (e. g. Maqely & Jeffrey, 19711' Moely, Olson, Ha.lwes

& Flavell, 1969 ‘have shown ‘that adult demonstratlon of an effective

means, usually called a strategy, for Organ121ng information alds nmmory;

.\WQ all know that older children remcmber nore information than younger .

L

»

" > K
children. However, when the\young child uses a strategy like the
J strategy of the older child, thc young chisd tends to remember as much . \\i»

ag the older ch11d§ Thus one means for exam;nzng the value of 1nstruc-‘ “soo.oT

‘ "
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~ tion is to determine wheéther or not young Black children whq are in-

structed do as well as older Black chiidren. ‘ ) ‘
In this study 31mﬁllstlc laboratory-xlke procedures were used
s ] \

The task. con51sted of twenty cclored ictuxes, each picture drawn_on

a card,' The pictures could be divided into four sets. W1th1n eac}

L4

set the pictures were 51milar it color, deplcted &ctlon, and category ) . '\

,*

' l&bel\\ wur handout llsts-the sets.\ Younger chlidlen received 16

 pictures &nd older children were shown 30 plctures.

L]

//g\ff Four groups of children part1c1pated in the study with a331gnment :

to, groups randomlzed by ages The younger children were in kindergarten

L N

,aqd first grade and the older children were in fifth#nd sixth g:a&és.

-‘ l for ease of_disbdssing these two age groups, I shall refer\to them as S >\\\‘\
{ \\‘ grades one and five, As you can see by II, two groups, one at grade | i . »
ot one and one at grade five, wéTe instructed by an adult aﬁd‘two gfoups
. - werewself-instrutted5 The purpose was to determine the effect of" type
~ -

of instruction on what information the young child remembefed,\that
is whether oy not the child remembered the sets by color, category

‘name, and depicted action and how much was remembered to pairs or - _

these attributes by the younger chifd using older children as a baseline.
The adult instructed children were shown the pictures one-at a

time. The adult named the pictures andithe child repeated, the name.
& ) N » . .
The plctures were placed in\ruwcd arrays conlaining common snt attrib~°

-

« :
' \ utes. The 1nn@stigator explal ed how the sag was alike by sav:ng, for .

- example, "the truck,)carf trﬁin, bus, and bi
, KJ\

ycle are rolling or "the




\plate;\bowlg\cup,\fgrk, and spodn are falling," Only one kind of °
aﬁtg}bute was provided across all fcuryseté. Thu;kggg;thirﬂ of the
~ children was provided one of the three attrihu?es.\ Afﬁef‘thé adult }
% - -  explained how the sets were alike, the child was asked to study the
l{arfiy and to think about how the items in each row were ilike. | L
? '\\ The self-instructed children also\wigénghown!thé pictures:and
‘repeated the namés of them. The pictures were placed in‘rdws Bht care
- was taken to not place m?qe than two pictures from the same set 1n the\

same Iow., Children were. told to "pretend to be & toy store maﬁager.

K\\It was $xnlained thab a manager puts like thlngs together to sell them.

’4‘/

. The 4hild was asked "what things would you put together?" and told to

Y
3

- . Jput thlngs together that are alike, tha§ &0 tcgether in some way.~
After the Chlld had formed hls/her groups, the child was asked to tell

~ how the items in the groups.were allke. Chlldren then studied the

J . . . ) . R
groups they had formed. . T \ ‘} ) .
. : . &
- o Wollcwing study, with the pictures rethed the child was given

three retrieval
- \\ o Te illustrab he color retrleval~cue test, the adult said to the child,
. "please l me all the things that you remember that were reda. Now

v » i &

tell me the things you remember that were blue. Tell me all the

brown thing§ you rémcmber. Tell me ali the %hinpé you remember that'
- . A

7 wore\greén," Aftzl OuLh staboement Lhc ldUlt waltcd for the child to
ansver, The color retrieval’ cue test wauld be followed’by retrleval
\i\ \
§~ - cues for action and category label. The retrieval tests were counter-
- . . ) . AN . . E
LY »
LN
\ 8_ E
Q' *
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e tests, asking ford;ecall to each of the attrlbutes. ‘
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balanced across children. .
. A.sepring'ﬁrecedure‘including the/éampleteness of the set and
t . N

type of explanation was developed to determine strategy level.l As
you'can see, in Fiéure 1, edelt instruction essured a similar level of

etraﬁegy for the Egﬁ/age groups'ahereas\self-instruétion revealed

N

sizable dlfferenees 1n levél of strategy for the two age groups. TFhe

Ay

-strategy 1e?el dlfferenees between grades one end five for the self-

Y

instructed group was.sign!?ieant, ) .

»

PN

¥ -

‘ attributes for a\set\were~vetained the child reeeived a score of one.

LN

»

The maxlmum score was four. As ehown in’ Figure 2 the ,number of first

» 4" . v . » N

gradere in the edult 1nstrueted group who remembered ‘all three attrlb-

utes to the four sets was almost equal to the fumber of flfth greders
1

who recalled all ﬁ%ree ettributee to the four sets. These propoqtione

: AN
_ were 75 and 81 for first and fifth grade respectively. The results
. . . -

)
- group. .

#

,for the self-inserueted %roup were quitejdifferent; only 31% of the
first graders compared to 88% ef'the_fifth gfaae{e reealleg all sets
by the three attributes. These pronortlons dlffered 31gn1flcant£y,
Z = 3.bk, P < 05, whereas no difference Was found between the prox

Y

portions of first graders and fifth graders in the adult-lnstructed

’ . . -
»

Thq\amount recalled to the ettributes was ese ssed by pairing

the attributes. This pairing procedure was used in ordef to determine

-

whether recell reflected use .0of more than one ettrlbute‘ If the same

»

.

" For any set,.th}ee attributes could be ‘remembered. If all tyreE\"/

-
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and 20 for the fifth graders.

item.was recalled approprlately to both attributes the Chlld received
a score of 1 with the total score d1v1ded by 16 for the fipst graders
The perfbrmance of the two inst?uctéd\groups was. analyzed sepa?

rately. In Figure 3; however, results from éll“éroups are pldt%ed.

Although thé,adult-instrugted;first giaders recalled less in aﬁsolute\
terms than did the fifthﬁ*aders, there was no grade effect’ Both the
yuungef\and olde;‘children were ;nfluenced by the attributes, F (%,60)
= 3.58, p ¢ .05, with the combination of color\énd category iabel-CC/T

on Figure 3) yielding the highest recall,

Analy;is of the self-instrug%éd chiﬁdrén showed that fhe first ) A
g;‘sjders did less y{eu than.the f?‘fth graders, F (1,30) = 11.50, R< )
.001. As gan bé seen in Figufe'S,\the pattern of recall was similar. \ ;
to that of the adult-instructed children. Color and‘eﬁtegory labei ‘ \\

yielded‘the highest recall. It is worth natingmﬁhat the self-instruc-
ted veuﬂg chlldren perfoémed less well than the adult-instructed young
children. This dlfferenee shows that adult-instruct1on increased
retention of the yoqu child an averbage of ll%, ranging from 9% to »

15% dependlng upon the palr of attrlbutes.

esults for these separa‘te analyses taken together offer a

%’

positive answer to\tho\questlon posed .in this 1nvestigat10n. Young

children shown a strolegy by an adult did as well as older children
whc were adult 1nqtructed but vounq chlldren left o dev1qe their own

strategy dld less well than older chlldren who devised a st*ategy. .

-
.
,

3



Importéntiy‘the adult instrugted first graders remembeg&? more than\
: self-instructe% first graders. This difference wés most obviou§~fbr
the number who ﬁsed all three attribgteé in recalling 1@& f&hr\sets
as shown in Figure 2. The self-instructed first grade;simay have
attended to only the attrlbut s they named or they may not have used

-

their strategy at all or 1f used, it was only in a limited way.‘ I
\belleve.the difference between the two first grade gr;ups was in the
use of strategy given the pattern of recall 81milar1ty and strategy
18?3; similarity. I thlnk 1nstruct10n by*an adult 31gnaled grouping

aﬁd sééing the commonality w1th1n a group as a viable technlqueﬁfor

-
"’“gﬁ
.8

aiding the outcome--recall. The self-lnstruct{d children dld not make
this connectlon spontaneously
e It is diff;eu%t to perceive thg\shortftérm,'less t§§p five minutes;
instructién,usgf here as teaching tﬁe child\something n§w;' The\beha%ior
of the self-instructedifirSt grade‘children i;‘e§idencé\6r ﬂhe avaii—‘
ability of a grouplng strategx. Thése chlldxen knew what to do when
. | - ‘asked to "put things alike together"; they did ‘not howevér on their

own put all pOaSlble items in one group. These first grade Black

»

\chlldren, llke most chlldren this age, grouped 1nto palrs, seldom

forming groups of four.\ Slmply the first graderS\produc1ng their éwn

strategy prnducod an lnefflclnnt otzwtcRy (at least 1noff1c1cnt for
,the task at hwnd) Instruction helped the child use an uvailable B
technique by showing the strateg& in an efficient fcrm and by §peci-

b )

* fying the relation bétweén étyategy and task outcome. From such short-
. . . . \‘ .
S . \ .

-

: » | \ o . e

¥




= *

term instruction for such highly familiar items presented pictorially,

it is rather remarkable to observe an 11% increase in retention,

A3

Theilaboratory-like proce&ufes here -were obviously véry different
. \« " from what occurs in the classrodm;* Some differences were: (l) the .
child was alone wath the adult (2) the chll& was asked to remember a

list of items; (2) the task‘was treated as a game Znd not a- lesson,

-

(4) the experimenter knew nething abopt the Ehild's prior leatning
history. n so such results as obtalned here particularly since -
. they agree with other inwestlgatlons (e,g. Botvin & Murray, 1975)

; ~ where young Black children beneflted Fram short-tenm 1nstructlon offer |

*
-

(strong hints about the value\of instruction. At the very lea§%, such
studles point. to the possibility of mwsjudglng the achievement cémpe-
tence of Black chlld;en if that aeh1§vement is assessed;on\a task for
which the child has not connected a proéess with taskiouﬁgome. wit is,,

. the function of instruction to help the child make this connection.
' - I believe that befove we search for other causes of the Bldack child's
success in schooi, we must be sure that instruction promotive of suc-

cess has occurrced.

-
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© I. .Task ‘Pictures . :
A Y . - ~ . )
caT set 1~\ Truck, car, tre.ln, bus, blqycle co}_ored reii and depa.cted
) as moving down a'hill ¢ | , ; .
- -, % )
set 2: policewgman, flreman, postman, pilot, sailor shqwn in
\ . v "blue clothing and depicted as walkmg R Y )
set 3: .bea.r, cat, monkey, squirrel, snaka colo(red brown and
N : depicted as flmbmg a +ree
set L: cup, fork, bowl, spoon, plate colored green and deplc‘bed
as fa.llmg “rom a ta.ble
? \ S
II. Experimental Groups o \ < ‘ o .
- = - =16 | n=16 N )
4 agec -»81 mos.| age - 83 nos. | .
NN . - #
B J n=16 m=16 |- R
- - age - 139 '| age -~ 1ho0
Adult . self ) T
. - Instructed Instructed -
. \: ‘ . . A
- N \
oo - 13 . * -
. ~ ¥ -
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Figure 1, ‘Strategy level by instructional condtion:

AT w*adulﬂ\znstrucﬁed and SI = self instructed
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FTigure 2. Percent of children recalling 3 attributes to
ii( -7 all four sets of pictures. |
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Figure 3. Amount recalled to paired attributes by each group.
s C,/A = color and action; C/T = color and category label;
' ' | T/A = category label and action. |
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